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Outlook for the 
Profession
Remarks by J. Michael Cook before the 
AWSCPA-ASWA Joint Annual Meeting
The text of Mr. Cook’s presentation 
was coordinated and edited by Dr. Ro­
land L. Madison, Professor of Account­
ing at John Carroll University. Madison 
serves as Associate Editor for The Wom­
an CPA.
Good morning. As a sometime 
New Yorker, I welcome you to the 
Big Apple.
I appreciate the opportunity to be 
with you. This is a busy week for all 
of us as we have our AlCPA Centen­
nial celebration starting tomorrow 
and taking us through next week vir­
tually nonstop with many profession­
al events.
This is an anniversary for me and 
for all of you, because I have fond 
memories of ten years ago when I 
was invited to address a joint annual 
meeting (JAM) of these two groups 
in San Francisco. I was there at the 
invitation of one of your leaders, 
Helen Adelman, who taught me most 
of what I know about accounting 
and an awful lot of what I know 
about professionalism and leader­
ship and the qualities of caring about 
people.
The San Francisco JAM meeting 
was a special occasion for me. It was 
also the first time I had attended an 
AICPA annual meeting. I was a rela­
tively new partner in Deloitte Has­
kins & Sells at that time. Some things 
have changed for both of us in that 
period of time. My hazy recollection 
is that the group was much smaller 
ten years ago. You should be very 
proud of the growth in your organi­
zations. The size of this convention 
group today is a testimonial to the 
success of your organizations.
Progress of Women 
in the Profession
My topic ten years ago was “Oppor­
tunities for Women in Public Ac­
counting.” Something I know is that 
economists never like to be taken 
back to their forecasts and reminded 
of how inaccurate they have been. 
Today, this occasion took me back 
to reread the talk I gave and to give 
some consideration to the forecasts 
I made at that time. While I predicted 
great opportunities for women in 
public accounting and great change 
for women in the profession, you 
have far exceeded my greatest expec­
tations. The unprecedented number 
of women in leadership positions in 
our profession today could not have 
been predicted by anyone ten years 
ago.
Between 1960 and 1980, the num­
ber of women in the profession has 
grown fourfold — from less than 
10% in 1960 to more than 40% in 
1980. That number has continued to 
increase during the intervening 
period. The survey that the AICPA 
does every year indicates that fifty 
percent of the 1987 accounting gradu­
ates entering the profession will be 
women. That is twice the number of 
ten years ago.
We also do a survey of the major 
accounting firms (firms employing 
25 or more people). The purpose of 
this survey is to find out about the 
increases in the number of women 
actually in public accounting. That 
survey tells us that the number has 
increased five-fold between the 
years 1976 and 1986. The number of 
women partners in those firms in­
creased eight-fold during that period 
of time. That attests to your prog­
ress in a leadership role.
In my own firm, Deloitte, Haskins 
& Sells, the percentage of women 
has doubled during the last ten 
years. During this period of time, 
women have moved very rapidly into 
the management ranks of our organ­
ization. Ten years ago, about 2% of 
our managers, the level just below 
the partners in our firm, were women. 
Today, that figure is approximately 
25%, and the number of the women 
partners in our firm ten years ago 
was one; today, 40% of our partners 
are women. I think relative to our 
firm size, perhaps that is the largest 
percentage of women partners in 
any major accounting firm today 
and I am very proud of this.
I am delighted with the changes 
that have taken place during a rela­
tively short period of time. I look 
back at this ten-year period with a 
bit of trepidation of those predic­
tions and I am surprised how things 
have turned out. The quantitative 
and, more importantly, the qualita­
tive participation of women in the 
accounting profession today is at an 
all-time high. I think that is a very 
positive step forward for all of us.
As chairman of the AICPA, I have 
had the opportunity to be associated 
with Brenda Acken and to receive 
interim reports from her AICPA Com­
mittee on the Upward Mobility of 
Women in Accounting. It is interest­
ing to note there are still issues here 
for us to deal with, but I find those 
much more acceptable and manag­
able issues than the ones we have 
dealt with over the last ten years. I 
find it a positive challenge to deal 
with issues such as dual careers, 
family management, personal mobili­
ty, child care, and issues of that type 
versus the issues of discrimination 
and a lack of equal opportunity that 
we dealt with ten years ago. We have 
all come a long way in this regard. 
Brenda’s Committee will submit their 
final report to us [the AICPA Board 
of Directors] later this year, and 
since you will have a panel discus­
sion by the Upward Mobility Com­
mittee during the course of this meet­
ing, I will say no more about these 
issues.
Competition
I will say a word about competi­
tion as the subject-theme of your 
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program. Competition is a relevant 
subject for alI of us. I, for one, would 
hope that we focus our competition 
in the right direction. I am notone in 
favor of competition when it is men 
versus women, or competition 
among people from large firms ver­
sus small firms and other forms of 
internal competition. I think we all 
would acknowledge that we should 
minimize our internal competition 
since we have all the competition we 
can handle coming at us from other 
directions. We hear comments about 
things that are important to the pro­
fession today. We are dealing with 
competition from those who could 
be opposed to changes including 
those who are not prepared to sup­
port us in taking meaningful steps 
forward in our profession. I would 
hope they would be in the minority.
We have more than enough com­
petition, I can assure you, from those 
who would like to regulate the ac­
counting profession rather than play 
an appropriate role in overseeing 
our own efforts of self-regulation. 
We also have those, some even in 
Washington, D.C., who would prefer
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that we not have a Code of Ethics or 
Professional Rules of Conduct for 
our members. Rather, they prefer we 
practice in an “anything goes” mode 
of “free competition.” Certainly, we 
do not need that kind of competi­
tion! I would hope we all may ac­
knowledge that this external compe­
tition is something we need to deal 
with together.
Perhaps it would be a good time 
for us to focus on the possible avoid­
ance of this nonstop strenuous, inter­
nal competition that has become a 
part of our profession in recent 
years. I am not here to suggest the 
competition is going away or that we 
will not compete with each other in 
our professional practices. Compe­
tition is good for all of us. It keeps us 
on our toes and makes us perform 
better. Competition makes us meet 
the current standards and it elimi­
nates complacency. Excessive com­
petition, to the extent that it results 
in the erosion of standards, is not in 
our best interests. I would urge, in 
discussing the topic of competition, 
that we all need the proper balance 
between the right levels of healthy 
competition and the i I Is of excessive 
competition.
Major Project Initiatives 
During the Centennial Year
Talking about competition and 
things that are happening in the pro­
fession brings us to two major initia­
tives that we identified for action 
during our Centennial year. The first 
of those was the various activities 
that we had in Washington, D.C., to 
restore the credibility of the profes­
sion in the eyes of the public. In this 
purpose, the “public” is defined in 
terms of the Congress of the United 
States which has been examining 
our performance these past two and 
a half years and has had concerns 
about whether we are meeting its 
expectations and the expectations 
of the broader general and financial 
public.
The second major initiative and 
activity is within the profession. That 
is the initiative to restructure our 
professional standards, our Code of 
Ethics, in accordance with the recom­
mendations of the Anderson Com­
mittee. I would like to focus on those 
two things with my remarks. I think 
they are a bit of a “look-back,” but 
they also give us a good look ahead 
as to where the profession is going 
in the near term and, perhaps, in the 




Washington was our number one 
focus. We have been involved in 
extensive hearings and examina­
tions since January 1985. We are in 
our third year of being scrutinized in 
Washington with respect to our per­
formance. There are essentially two 
forms of that concern and scrutiny.
One concern has to do with our 
effectiveness in detecting and pre­
venting fraudulent financial report­
ing and the consequent losses to 
our credibility and the dollar losses 
to the public. The second concern is 
the ability of the profession and, in 
fact, the ability of financial state­
ments to provide early warnings of 
impending business disasters or busi­
ness problems and to respond to the 
all too frequent questions, “Where 
were the auditors?” “How can we 
have a clean opinion one day and six 
weeks later the corporation is in 
Chapter 11?” Obviously, the con­
cern is about the inability of the 
financial statements to predict the 
future and to convey appropriate 
messages about pending business 
problems.
There are two principal responses 
we have made to these expectations 
and concerns in Washington. The 
first response is the work of the 
Treadway Commission which I will 
describe later. The second is the 
work of our Auditing Standards 
Board within the AICPA. A compre­
hensive set of ten projects have 
been developed under the heading 
of dealing with the “Expectation 
Gap.” These projects respond to the 
needs of the public.
In July, I testified before Congress­
man John Dingell’s Subcommittee 
for the third time. He told me that it 
was "cruel and unusual punishment” 
to have to do that. That is why we 
only have AICPA Chairmen for one 
year. During the third appearance 
before that group, I had the oppor­
tunity to discuss with them the recom­
mendations of the Treadway Com­
mission.
In our testimony before the Din­
gell Subcommittee, we indicated gen­
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eral support for the recommenda­
tions of the Treadway Commission. 
We took significant exceptions with 
two of their recommendations. I will 
mention them, but I do not want to 
overshadow the fact that their report 
is very comprehensive. There are a 
lot of very good recommendations 
for all of us who participate in this 
process, and we support the vast 
majority of those recommendations. 
Thus, when I point out a couple of 
areas of disagreement, I don’t want 
to leave you with the impression we 
are not in general agreement with 
their work.
They have one recommendation 
that is important to us in the public 
accounting profession. That is the 
performance of nonaudit services. 
We take exception to the recom­
mendation that the advance approv­
al by the Audit Committee of a com­
pany be obtained for the perform­
ance of such services.* We take 
exception to this recommendation 
and we acknowledge the sensitivity 
of this issue.
The performance of nonaudit ser­
vices is an issue that has been with 
us a very long time. We have yet to 
see a single instance, either in the 
work of the Treadway Commission 
or their predecessor, the Cohen Com­
mission, where performing nonaudit 
services has led to fraudulent finan­
cial reporting or the loss of inde­
pendence on the part of the inde­
pendent auditor. Yet, this issue con­
tinues to be with us. It is a perception 
problem and we have to work even 
harder to prevent that perception 
from becoming a reality. That is 
something we are dealing with but, 
nonetheless, we do disagree with 
this recommendation which would 
be a defacto prohibition on nonaudit 
services in many cases. If audit com­
mittees are required to approve 
those services in advance (and they 
are approving them rather than rati­
fying the decisions of management) 
then we believe in many instances 
the solution to that will be just a pro­
hibition. They will just prohibit the 
firm that does the audit on financial 
statements from also doing non­
audit services for the organization. 
We think that will be very unfortu­
nate and, in fact, counterproductive. 
We continue to believe, and I think
*Editor’s Note: This Posture is softened 
very little in the Final Report (p. 44). 
anyone who examines the situation 
will agree with us, that the perform­
ance of nonaudit services enhances 
the quality of the audit. We do better 
audits because we more thoroughly 
understand the company’s internal 
control system, or EDP system, or 
inventory control system and so on. 
The more understanding we have 
and the more information we have, 
for that purpose, the better quality 
audit weare willing todo. If you take 
us out of all these processes and 
make us purely auditors in the sense 
of dealing justice for the audit func­
tion, I believe the quality of the audit 
function will decline. That is why we 
are opposed to this particular recom­
mendation.
The second recommendation is 
one that I identify closely with since 
I was a member of our Auditing Stan­
dards Board (Board) at one time. It 
is a recommendation that we change 
dramatically the makeup of our 
Board and reduce its size substan­
tially. We have 21 members on the 
Board today. The Treadway recom­
mendation would take that number 
down to 8-12 members and have only 
half of that smaller number from the 
public accounting profession — 
people who are involved in the prac­
tice of auditing. Actually, they would 
like us to have eight members, four 
of whom would be from the profes­
sion but not auditors by training or 
occupation. Interestingly enough, in 
1986 we just increased the size of 
the Auditing Standards Board. This 
shows we are not going in the same 
direction as the Commission had in 
mind. We increased it from 15 to 21 
because we felt we needed more 
resources; we needed to restore the 
participation of all the large firms on 
the Auditing Standards Board. That 
participation was somewhat limited 
when the Board was 15 members. 
Obviously, we have gone in the oppo­
site direction and we think that is the 
right direction for us.
Our concern with the Treadway 
recommendation is that it just won’t 
work. The Board will not function as 
effectively; it is not the FASB. We are 
not outside of the public accounting 
profession setting standards. We are 
setting rules of conduct and proce­
dure for our own people. We believe 
a smaller non-representative board 
will just not work. The loss of re­
sources would be dramatic and the 
loss of acceptance of the end prod­
uct would be dramatic.
One of the major concerns we 
have is that we are setting standards 
for all auditors. We are not just set­
ting standards for audits of public 
companies. We have to set stan­
dards that have credibility for firms 
of all sizes and audits of entities of 
all sizes. Since all sizes are included, 
cost-benefit considerations are very 
important in this process. Accord­
ingly, the idea to shrink the Board 
and to shrink the number of people 
participating, in my view, would 
make it very difficult for us to truly 
represent a broad constituenty of 
CPAs who are actually participating 
in the audit process across the coun­
try. As I say, we [the AICPA] will do 
our best to be responsive, but we’ll 
have a difficult time with that recom­
mendation in its present form.*
Again, we have general support for 
the report but some concern about a 
few of the specific recommenda­
tions.
Auditing Standards Board 
Responds to Expectation Gap
Now we turn to the work of the 
Auditing Standards Board and the 
ten projects they had issued for pub­
lic comment. I believe they will be 
adopting most of those projects by 
the end of the year. They have dealt 
with a number of important subjects 
in addressing this so-called “expec­
tation gap.” The “expectation gap” 
is defined in different ways. To me, it 
means the gap between what the 
public wants and expects, errone­
ously perhaps, to receive from the 
profession and from financial state­
ments versus what we are in fact 
able to deliver and the level of re­
sponsibility that we are actually tak­
ing today for the services we per­
form.
The work of the Auditing Stan­
dards Board is essentially in three 
areas. One area is communications. 
They are proposing to revise the 
Auditor’s Standard Report for the 
first time in forty years. That is a 
pretty monumental change for us. 
This is the first major change that 
will be made in an effort to commun­
icate more effectively what an audit 
is, and what it is not, and the degree
*Editor’s Note: The Final Report did 
recommend the ASB be reduced to 8- 
12 members (p. 61). 
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of assurance we are giving with 
respect to the financial statements 
being reported on.
There are also, in this group of ten 
projects, proposals on reporting to 
audit committees and reporting on 
internal control. I think these are 
positive steps for the profession. 
The Board deals with audit effec­
tiveness, risk assessment, evaluation 
of judgments, estimates, and analyti­
cal review. They deal with the guid­
ance that we have issued with re­
spect to the responsibility for detect­
ing fraud, recognizing that it needs 
to be tightened up, and that it needs 
to be made more clear what our 
responsibilities are or what they are 
not.
The Board also has a couple of 
projects that address the question of 
“early warning.” Further disclosure 
of going concern problems, and the 
additional participation of the incom­
ing auditor in management’s finan­
cial discussion and analysis, is one 
place we hope to do greater expo­
sure of risks and uncertainties and 
communicate more about where a 
business is going and what the impli­
cations are for an investment.
Washington Scene: 
Further Observations
Having told you about all these 
projects, I guess the obvious ques­
tion is: “Where are you with John 
Dingell, who has been scrutinizing 
the profession, and where are you 
with Ron Wyden, one of John Din­
gell’s associates on the Oversight 
Subcommittee?”
We really had about a two-year 
period, starting in 1985, when we 
were pretty much on the defensive. 
We were in a position of responding 
to things that were happening in 
Washington. This year [1987], we 
took a different approach. We said 
that when we got past the storm of 
the 1986 Congressional session with­
out the enactment of legislation, we 
were going to take a pro-active 
stance in Washington. We were go­
ing to demonstrate that we are doing 
the things in the private sector that 
need to be done, and there is not a 
need for greater government regula­
tion of the accounting profession or 
the financial reporting process. We 
took that stance and that is the basis 
we have been working on during the 
past year.
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Again, the two key efforts have 
been the Treadway Commission to 
find out what the problems are and 
develop recommendations to deal 
with them and the Auditing Stan­
dards Board where we said we are 
going to take the initiative, fix the 
standards, and strengthen the stan­
dards where they need to be strength­
ened. We don’t want somebody in 
Washington writing those standards 
for us.
The Subcommittee is developing 
a legislative package for the seg­
ments of the Treadway Commission 
Report that cannot be dealt with in 
the private sector. For example, the 
SEC does not have the authority by 
statute to impose fines on people or 
to issue cease and desist orders. In 
order to implement the recommen­
dations of the Treadway Commis­
sion in that area, there will be the 
need for legislation and our objec­
tive here is very simple. We do not 
want to be a part of that legislation. 
We do not want issues relating to the 
private sector, such as our peer 
review process or the structure of 
the Auditing Standards Board, to ap­
pear in that legislative packet. I think 
it is reasonable to assume that we 
will be able to achieve that effect.
Congressman Dingell would like 
to have our support for legislation 
that will come forward to implement 
the Treadway Commission recom­
mendations, and he recognizes in 
the world of Washington that our 
support will not be there if such leg­
islation will include unreasonable or 
unwarranted responsibilities or regu­
lation for the profession. We will 
demonstrate to him that he does not 
need to deal with our issues in his 
legislation, and we can support the 
things he is going to be doing.
We have come a long way in Wash­
ington during this three-year period. 
We have made a lot of progress dur­
ing the past year. We are near the 
finish line. It is very important we 
carry through on the implementa­
tion of these Treadway recommen­
dations as best we can and that we 
finish the work of the Auditing Stan­
dards Board as thoroughly and as 
promptly as we can.
Progress Only in Crisis: 
Reaction Instead of Action?
It is also important to me that we 
learn a very significant lesson from 
this that will help us in the future. We 
have to learn to perform consistently 
and not perform solely in response 
to crises. We have an example here 
of a situation that if we could take 
out our crystal ball and look back 
into it ten years and could see what 
we know today, we would see almost 
the identical things ten years ago 
when the late Senator Metcalf and 
Congressman Moss were examin­
ing the profession.
Back then, we had the Cohen 
Commission. We had concerns 
about business failures also being 
audit failures. These are many of the 
same things we are getting today. 
We got very excited about those 
things and we did a lot of things in 
the late 1970s to improve quality 
controls, bring peer reviews into the 
forefront, and establish the Divisions 
for Firms. A real peak of activity was 
followed by a very long valley of 
inactivity.
I think the real challenge for us in 
the future is to keep our eyes on the 
ball without being solely in a re­
sponse mode to pressures coming 
to us from whatever source. I think 
the really important lesson for us to 
learn is that we have had two chan­
ces. We will be successful again this 
time in maintaining the appropriate 
regulation within the profession, but 
we will not have the opportunity to 
do this again. Our lesson for the 
future is to maintain a consistent 
level of performance and come back 
to the things that, perhaps when the 
pressure isn’t there, need to be done 
and do them because they are the 
right things to do.
Roadblock from the FTC
One final issue emanates from 
Washington that has a very dramatic 
impact on our profession and is 
probably one of the great ironies we 
are dealing with today. We have a 
situation where Congressman Din­
gell, the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, and others here in 
Washington are after us all the time, 
and rightly so, to improve our per­
formance, to be independent, and to 
have the highest ethical standards.
At the same time, not very many 
miles away in Washington, we have 
the Federal Trade Commission 
(FTC), which has done everything in 
its power, for as long as I can remem­
ber, to cause us not to have any ethi­
cal rules or have any standards of 
conduct that would assure our inde­
pendence. The culmination of those 
FTC efforts is a report that was 
issued to us in June 1987 by the staff 
of the Federal Trade Commission. 
They said this was our “last oppor­
tunity” to settle with them at the staff 
level before they would make recom­
mendations to the Commission to 
essentially eliminate our Code of 
Ethics as being an unfair and unrea­
sonable restraint of competition.
We have discussed that settlement 
with our Board of Directors and our 
Council. We will not accept their 
proposal. Our current plan is to fight 
the FTC in court. We think the time 
has come for us to draw the line and 
say we are not going to step over 
that line any further. We have a very 
important plan ahead of us to re­
structure our professional stan­
dards. We cannot begin to deal with 
the impact on that Plan of the recom­
mendations of the Federal Trade 
Commission. We would have to 
scrap the entire Proposal to Restruc­
ture. We would have a meaningless 
Code with very little left to vote on. 
We just don’t think the FTC’s pro­
posal is the right answer for the pro­
fession, so our leaders are inclined 
to support the recommendation of 
the Anderson Commission and do 
what we believe is right.
Overview of the Plan 
to Restructure
I would comment briefly on the 
Anderson Commission Report. It con­
tains very significant proposals to 
modify our Code of Ethics and our 
Standards of Performance. Very im­
portant reasons exist for such major 
changes. Essentially our present 
Code has become a “Thou Shalt 
Not” code. It is not positively stated. 
It is a lot of rules and prohibitions 
which we don’t think serve us well 
on a continuing basis. Our Code is 
very much decimated by actions we 
were required to take in the late 
1970s to avoid fighting the FTC in 
court over issues such as advertis­
ing and solicitation.
We also recognize that our com­
petitive environment has changed 
significantly. Today, we have to deal 
with people from outside the profes­
sion, such as competition with law­
yers and with consultants of one 
kind or another who, in many in­
stances, are not governed by the 
same code of ethics and the same 
restrictions as members of our pro­
fession would be governed. This is 
not to say we are going to lower our 
standards to the lowest common 
denominator of all others, but we 
have to be cognizant of those differ­
ences and take them into account in 
formulating our code of ethics.
This year, we are voting separ­
ately in six areas because these 
issues are somewhat separable and 
different. One of these is the adop­
tion of the restructured, positively 
stated, goal-oriented Code of Ethics 
for the profession. The second issue 
is the adoption of the quality review 
requirements, These are require­
ments that the accounting and au­
diting practices in all firms be sub­
jected to quality review — peer re­
views — but that term means the 
wrong thing to people sometimes, 
so we just called it “quality review.” 
Other parts include a Restructured 
Trial Board, mandatory CPE for all 
members in public practice, and man­
datory CPE for all the AICPA mem­
bers who are not in public practice. 
We think it is important for all per­
sons who represent themselves as 
members of the AICPA to have a 
requirement for mandatory continu­
ing education. The sixth item is the 
adoption of a requirement that by 
the year 2000, an individual would 
have to have had 150 hours of edu­
cation to be admitted as a member 
of the AICPA.
The AICPA: An Organization 
for Professionals
Last year, when coming into my 
role as AICPA chairman, I thought 
this year would be a crossroads of 
the profession with respect to the 
role of the AICPA. The AICPA should 
be a member service organization. 
Perhaps for illustration, I liken it to a 
club where you pass a CPA exam as 
your initiation and from that point 
forward you pay your dues and re­
ceive services from the organization. 
That is essentially what the AICPA 
is.
We have a very good club and we 
have some very good members. We 
provide some very good services. 
That is essentially what we do. If 
somebody asks you what it means to 
be a member of the AICPA, your 
answer can only be, “I paid my dues 
and I do comply with the Code of 
Ethics.” There are no quality stan­
dards that apply to all members; 
there are no educational standards 
that apply to all members; there is 
nothing that represents a justifiable 
quality with respect to all of our 
membership. Our belief is that we 
should move to an organization that 
stands for quality. That is an im­
portant distinction we are seeking to 
make with the adoption of these 
changes in our professional stan­
dards.
My view is that this is not an option 
for us. My view is very simple. We 
must do this! We must change the 
character of the organization. There 
is a lot of opposition to this change. 
Many people feel it is inappropriate 
for us to moderate quality. My view 
is that if this is not done, we will have 
regulatory void, and we will not be 
able to demonstrate our own capa­
bilities to regulate the performance 
of the profession.
The 150-hour educational require­
ment is one of the most controver­
sial points in the program to restruc­
ture. There are people who believe 
this is the wrong direction for us to 
be going in. The Council of the 
AICPA has been on record in favor 
of this position for many years and 
yet very little progress has been 
made. There are three or four states 
today who have such a requirement. 
It is time to step up and deal with it. 
Do we need five years of education 
for someone who is going to enter 
the profession or not? If the mem­
bers are not prepared to support it, 
then it is time for us to step back 
from those official positions and 
recognize that the market place will 
ultimately have to decide the appro­
priateness of the education require­
ment.
We will vote on these processes in 
November and December. The out­
come will be known early in 1988. 
We will be able to have a much better 
idea of the nature of the organiza­
tion at that point. We will have gone 
forward on the standards that will 
apply to our membership.
AICPA Political Structure 
Needs Evaluative Study
One final act I have as Chairman 
of the AICPA is to put in motion a 
study of the AICPA Structure and 
Governance. We felt that every 100 
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years or so it was time to take a look 
at how this organization is put to­
gether and what it is we are seeking 
to accomplish and how effective we 
are in accomplishing our purpose. 
We have about as complex a struc­
ture in the AICPA as is humanly 
possible. We have sections, divi­
sions, committees, executive com­
mittees, standing committees, and 
task forces. We have every possible 
combination of organizations and 
committees you can imagine. We 
know what we have to take a look at 
is this proliferation of committees of 
all different types that have grown 
up over the years. It is time for us to 
step back and say, “What are we try­
ing to do here? How can we stream­
line the organization?” That is es­
sentially the structure side of this 
analysis.
We are also going to study the 
governance side. We had an unfor­
tunate experience this year when we 
found that despite the fact that 61% 
of our members favored a change, 
we were unable to make a change 
that was very important to the pro­
fession. We think a two-thirds voting 
requirement is not realistic for any 
major organization today, particu­
larly in a situation where every mem­
ber votes on everything.
We now have a membership that 
has changed dramatically. For exam­
ple, over half of our members are not 
in public practice. Collectively, our 
members in industry, government, 
and education make up over half of 
the 250,000 members we have in the 
AICPA and yet everybody votes on 
everything. This may present a prob­
lem when we have proposals that 
really relate only to people in public 
practice and they are voted on by 
the people that have no direct stake 
in the outcome of those issues. Like­
wise, I vote on such issues as wheth­
er a member who is not in public 
practice should be required to take 
CPE. They think it is inappropriate 
for me to be making that decision for 
them just as I think it is inappro­
priate for others to be making deci­
sions in respect to public practice 
when, in fact, they do not practice in 
that environment. We are going to 
look at that. The question is should 
we have divisions or special interest 
groups to deal with the needs of par­
ticular components of the practice 
and the particular components of 
our membership for voting, gover­
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nance, and all of those things.
The study is a top to bottom review 
that I think we feel is a little bit 
overdue. I would suggest you 
[AWSCPA and ASWA] might also 
think about this governance issue. 
Every so often I think it is good for 
organizations to step back. You have 
some unique aspects. I am certainly 
not going to say much more about 
this, because all I can do is get into 
trouble. I am sure that the unique 
aspects of having a joint meeting of 
two large organizations causes nu­
merous overlaps with different is­
sues to manage. I am not here to 
suggest how any of them should be 
resolved; however, I do urge you to 
take time to step back and ask, 
“What’s this al I about? Where are we 
going to be ten years from now? 
What do our members need and 
what is the best way to respond to 
those needs of those members?”
I assure you that if you have any 
inclination to do this analysis, we at 
the AICPA would be delighted to 
share our experiences with you. We 
are anxious to help any organization 
that might be moving in that same 
direction because we are all inter­
ested in being just as effective as we 




The Centennial meeting begins 
soon for many of us. I doubt that 
there have been many years we [the 
AICPA] have been any busier than 
we have been this Centennial year. I 
doubt there have been many years 
in which we have made decisions 
that will have a greater impact on the 
long-term direction of our profes­
sion. We are an organization that 
wants to stand for quality and not be 
just a membership organization. We 
are an organization that serves the 
public interest and is prepared to be 
counted as having the ability to dem­
onstrate that meaning of public inter­
est. I am proud of what we have done 
and I am proud of the people I have 
been associated with who have given 
great efforts for the profession. I 
think as accounting professionals, 
we will look back at this year and 
view it as a “milestone” year for us in 
some respects. It is truly a culmina­
tion of 100 years as a profession and 
it is an exciting start for us on the 
next 100 years.
As I look ahead, I see our profes­
sion working very hard to maintain 
public trust and to add credibility to 
the financial reporting process. I see 
us as being dynamic, growing, and 
changing as a profession, but I also 
see us continuing to play a very val­
uable role in society.
In this conclusion, I wondered if I 
ought to step out of home again, 
having done so ten years ago at your 
annual meeting. I hope I have not 
stimulated your memories too much 
to go back and see what I said then. I 
don’t know whether I should make 
any more predictions today about 
what the role of women in account­
ing might be like ten years from now, 
but I might be safer if I do not do 
that. The only thing that is certain is 
that I would be far better off ten 
years from now in my predictions 
than I was today in looking back at 
the predictions that were made ten 
years ago.
I will tell you one thing with great 
certainty. If you invite me to come 
back again in ten years, I will be 
delighted to do so. I am very honored 
to have been your keynote speaker 
in your program. Thank you very 
much. Ω
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